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M 0 E M OITISM.
Dr. Newman's Great Sermon

in Salt Lake City.

Does the bible sanction polygamy?

Jtellgious, Moral, Political and Social
Aspects of the Question.

Plurality of Wives as Practised
by the Prophets.

tFhe Great Polygamic Sinners and
iuc auii oi auaur.

Salt Lake Cur, August 8, 1S70.
The nslt of the Rev. Dr. Newman to Salt Lake

City has created much excitement here among both
saints" and "shiners." For several weeks his arrivalwas looked forward to with unusual interest.

Representing, as he does, the moral and religious
sentiments of the nation upon the barbarous Institutionof polygamy, his presence here has been Impatientlyawaited by tho^e who were anxious to lioar
Sum assail the most peculiar and repugnant system
of the saints. The occasion of his coming Here
Is tills:.On the 3d of March last, when the
Callom bill to abolish polygamy In Utah was
being discussed In Congress, Mr. Hooper,
the Mormon Delegate, delivered an elaborate
argument in the nouse of Representatives against
the legislation which the Cullom bill proposed. By
Jar the greater portion of his speech was derotert to
a defence of polygamy on Bible grounds. Dr. Newmanbeing chaplain of the Senate, men high in
authority often asked him, "Does the Bible sanction
polygamy ?" In view of the reilRlous character of
the question, and of the proposed legislation by Congressconcerning aflalrs in Utah, Dr. Newman determinedto answer the question from the pulpit. Accordinglyon Sunday, April 24, be preached a sermon
In his church in Washington condemning the system
on the authority of the Scriptures, which was publishedIn full In the New York Hkrald on the followingmorning. El ier Orson l'ratr, one of the Twelve
Apostles of the Mormon Church, prepared a reply,
which was adopted by the Church in conferenoe,
and printed In the Herald on the 30th of May. Dr.
Newman wrote a rejoinder to Pratt's reply, and the
rejoinder appeared in tho Herald on the 3d of July.
Meanwhile the Salt Lake Daily Telearavh. com-

meriting on the Doctor's sermon, said"The sermonshould have been delivered in the New TabernacleIn this city, with 10,000 Mormons to listen to
It, and then Elder Pratt or some other prominent
Mormon should hive had a hearing on the other
Bide, and the people been allowed to decide."
This, together with the remarks which
followed, being regarded as a challenge
to him to come to Utah and discuss
the question of polygamy from a Scriptural standpoint,he did not feel at liberty to decline it. Be
announced his intention of coming here in August
to preach a series of Bertnous or debate the question
with Brigham Young. Afier his departure from
Washington on his journey hither the Dcseret EveningXewt, which is the official organ of the Mormon
Churoh, in a leading article on the Doctor's approachingvisit, expressed its Ignorance of any specificchallenge for a discussion, and suggested that
if Dr. Newman should come here he might have
the use of the Tabernacle to preach in if he would
reciprocate the favor by allowing a Mormon
elder to preach from bis puiplt in his
metropolitan church in Washington. Two days
thereafter the .s'alt Lake Herald, which arose out of
the ruins of the Telegraph, undertook to solve the
disputed question of the challenge by referring to
the article which had been published in the Telegraph.The lleraia did not consider it an authoritativechallenge. It would seem that when it was
Lnown that Dr. Newman was really comiDg to as-
sail polygamy in its own dominions, the Mormon
leaders, deeming "discretion the better part of
valor," concluded to decline the contest. Hence,
on his arrival here last Friday, the "presiding priest-
hood" and certain elders and apostles Knew nothing
of any proposed discussion. But many of the Mormonsand all of the Gentiles took It for granted
that there would be a public debate In the TabernaIcleafter tLe arrival of Dr. Newman. On the morningafter his arrival he wrote lingham Young a note
Informing him that he was la Salt Lake City and
prepared to discuss the question. BrigUam Young
replied that Dr. Newman, la coming here in answer
to what he had construed to be a challenge from
him, wu« laboring under a misapprehension. Dr.
Newman expressed his surprise at Brigham Young's
interpretation, and went on to Bhow how the article
In question, from wlilch he quoted In his letter, wai
considered by hlmseli and friends to be an autborlzeuchallenge from the Cliurch. This correspondencetook place on Saturday. W'nen Dr. Newman
found that Brigham Young disclaimed the challenge
and declined discussion he accepted an Invitation to
preach on Sunday afternoon in the hall in which
the Methodists hold their religious services.
Alter (hose arrangements were completed, on

I Saturday afternoon Young Invited Newman to
preach on Sunday in the Tabernacle, Dut Newman,
Having made the other engagement to preach on

t Sunday afternoon, was compelled to decline the Invitation.Tills correspondence was telegraphed In
full on Sunday to the Herald. It has since been
continued, and other letters, containing some spicy
personalities, and which are appended, passed betweenthe champion of monogamy and the polygamicprophet. Meanwhile, however, Dr. Newman
delivered bis great discourse against, polygamy, in
the Methodist meeting-house, as stated. The hall
was crowded to Its utmost capacity, many people
being unable to And standing room In It; and the
audience listened with rapt attention for three hours
and a half to his eloquent and able argument.
The reverend gentleman took for his text part of

the fourth verse of the nlnetecnm chapter of the
uospci uccoruiuz u> ar. aiauuew:.
Have ye not read that lie which marie thorn at the

beginning niaue them male and female.
II have, he said, a threefold object In speaking to
you to-day. The first ts to do good. Yet my hoj>ea
uro not extravagant, for I remember that St.
Paul, whose Intellect was imperial, whose eloquence

I was matchless, alter he had delivered his greut sermonon Mar's Dill, could couut only Dlonysius
und bamaris and ono or two others as
tho lruit of his eermon In that Idolatrouscity. I know too much of early
education, too much of rellgloas prejudice, to
suppose that the cffects of the former or the power
of the latter.are to be obliterated in a day. The
second object Is to anuounce a great gospel truth
in this city, where it li denied to argue a question
which, In ltd essential nature, is disputed, and In
that denial the Holy Bible Is claimed as authority.
In other words, 1 stand here in the stronghold of
polygamy, where the great advocates of polygamy
are; where they can have the opportunity to refute
what 1 affirm if they can, and where, on my part, I
display what J trust is commendable Christian couragein prcachlng my gospel to those who
do not believe It. The third object is, that
1 desire to present to the Chnrch and the
nation a clear exposition of th« doctrine
of monogamy, as taught In the Llble, and as

it stands in sublime contradiction to the doctrine of
polygamy, which is in this city claimed to be a Bible
doctrine. The text contains the trnth 1 propose to

advocate, the question I design to discuss; and If
for your convenience I sum up the question and tho
doctrine as taught in the text In a logical proposi-
tion or question, It Is this.DOBSTUB BIBIJi SANCTION POLYGAMY?
Here In tills city this question Is afBrmed, but here

on tills platform I den/ It; and in support of my
doctrine I propose to consider nine propositions

MARRIAGE DESIGNED TO BE MONOGAMOUS.
Tlie first proposition Is that marriage, established

bj the Almighty in ttie time of man's lunoceacjr,la monogamous.liie union in wedlockof one maa and one woman. TUu material I

L,

JNKW Y01!
j question is, * WUa.t ta marriage?" T.ie answer t<»
this question Is lonnd In another question."What| wan the marriage or Adam and Eve r" Their niar

riujre being the llrst recorded, and referred to by
prophets, and Christ, ana Ids Apostles, it is but lair
to conclude thai thai was the pattern marrlags for
all subsequent generations. In oiher words, In thnt

mnrrlugo was the great law or marnage to remain
In forte while time shall last, and be binding upon
all generations of men ana all nations upon the face
of the globe. In constdorinsr marriage we ought to
glance at its design, Its uature, Its obligations. Its
csseutlai elements. Its rights an l lis muniments.
The deal;;u of marriage u threefold.companionship,procreation, prevention, tiro live had gazed
upon ihe rosy skies of Paradise or breathed its
balmy air the Almighty Creator liau said, "It Is not
good that man should be alone; I will make him a

heip-iucet for blm." Thus, companionship take3
precedence; the soul is first, the body comes second.
Cod looks to the social relations of Hi« creatures, to
the union of spirits, to the beautiful companionship
that should characterize marriage, which grows out
of marriage, which is an essential of marriage,
which is (he crowning glory of marriogei and where
there is no companionship there is no trae marriage.
The second design is procreation. It pleased the

Almighty Creator to adopt the plan of peopling the
earth by the otr.ipring or one pair.one man
and one woman. Hence the command, "Do
fruitful and multiply and replenish the
earth.'* And this samo purpose was again made
manifest after the flood, by God saving Id thejark
enrht persons.four men and four women.and unto
whom Lie gave the same oommand that lie had given
to Adam and Eve, "Bo fruitful and multiply and replenishthe earth." This, therefore, was a physical
necessity growing out of the constitution of nature.
Companionship flrst and offspring second. It was
the design of marriage to prevent the Indiscriminate
or promiscuous Intercourse of the sexes; to lift man
above the brute, that men and women should not,
like brutes, intermix with eaeU other promiscuously,
but that each man should have h:s own wife and
each womau should have her own husband.
Such being tue design, wiiat is the nature of marriage? Marriago Is uu Institution rather than a

law. It is astato rather thau an act.something
that Is formed, framed: Hoiuettilug that has
had foundation, something that has been
reared, something that has been crowned. It is
more than an act.more than the act of copulation,
it is a suite to continue during the existence of the
parties, unless tne tie or marriage is sundered by
tlto great transgression mentioned m tho Bible. In
law it Is called marriage, In domesticity It is callod
matrimony, lu companionship it is caliei wedlocklockedtogether, the union or man and woman.
What are the obligations of marriage? First,

duality.the union of one man aud one woman; or,
In other wordH, tho exclus on of the third party.
Secondly, indissoluoleness.the marriage bunds not
to be sundered except by death or lis equivalent,
adultery. Thirdly, reciprocity.fie woman to receivewhat she has given aud tlie man to receive
what he lias imparted.
And what are tue essential elements of marriage t

First, Intention. There must i>e an intelligent, calm,
ilxed Intention to enter into the state of wedlock.
This is intellectual; and the Intellect should always
predominate In tne Inception and the consummation
ofmarnuge. Man's animal passions should beheld
In subordination to tlie lni.eilec'.uul and moral elementsof his nature. Second, choice. There must
be a choice or preference, a wise and Intelligent
choice on the part of the man of a wife,
aud on the part of the woman of a husband.Thirdly, the mutual solemn acceptanceof each other aud the dlviue sanction
either directly or indirectly of tho hoiy covenant.
God brought Kvo to Adam and he accepted her and
6he accepted him in the solemn presence of Jehorab,
and God saM, "For this cause shall a man leave
father and mother and cleave to his wife, and the
twain shall be one flesh." From time immemorialmarriage has been celebrated by Imposing
ceremonlcs, as, in early time.', In the case of Isaao.
of Jacob, and of Samson; and in later times In tlie
case of the wedding at Canaan of Galilee, where the
Lord Jejus Christ Uimseli attended, and thus directly
gave the Dlviuo sanction to the union of one man to
one woman. It Is said that marriage ceremonies
are of no real value, that tlie marriage rite Is a mere
formality. 1 assert tlcy are as valuable to society
as the signing or sealing of bonds, Wills or deeds of
conveyance are In the eyes of the law. by the general
consent 01 mankind. The fourth essential eminent
is mutual affect on, reciorocitv, the husband to love
the wile and the wife to love the husband. This Is
a duty which springs not only out ol the very nature
of wedlock, but .s imposed by Divine command, 'l'ho
mth Is cohabitation and sexual commerce. This Is
both a duty and a pleasure, enforced and protected
by Inspired authority. It is the means cUo;eu by
the Creator for peopling the earth, and In wedlock
is a holy pleasure. Lastly, these two persons.the
husband and wlie.become one flesh In dom'-a.io
fortunes, and In the production ana training of
children. Domestic life Is a mutual battle, and Lhe
husband and wile aro to bo one against "the world,
the flesh and tlie devil." They are to share each
other's joys and sorrows to the very close of lite.
There are mutual relation* and duties to be observed
and performed on the part of husband and wife and
on the part of parents and children. Authority and
obedience, protection and gratitude and mutual
affection are the sum of domestic duties.
What are the rights oi marriage ? The husband

has the right or autnorlty. He is the head of the
wile and of the household. He is tUe priest of ttio
lauiily and tne appointed executive of God's law.
The wife has the right of protection. Just as the
ivy entwines the sturdy oak, "a thing of beauty,"
and "a joy forever," seeking protection of the graud
o.'d oak of a hundred years, so the woman cleaves
to the man, for he Is her legal protector, appointed
by the Almighty and recognized by the civil law.
Hals to provide for her "food, raiment aud a dwelling,"and he who will not protect the woman whom
ho has swsrn at the bridal altar to protcct is unworthyof his manhood, unworthy of the divine
image in which he was created, 'lhcse rights may
be declined from choice of cciibacy, but whoa once
assumed they are perpetual and can cease only
when deat 1 ensues or adultery Is committed. >
But what are the muniments of marriage? Tna

1b, what aie tlie defences of this exalted condition?
First, its Inuocenoy. The union of a man or woman
lu wedlock is essentially holy, aud when assumed
according to law is as pure aa Eden. Second, its
lionorabiene-s. "Marriage is honorable in all, and
the bed undented, but wnoretnonifeis and adulterersCod will judge." Ttieu come tne i anctions ot
law; first the Divine aud then the human. Arouud
this hallowed Institution that has come down to us
from the flowery groves of Kden Cod has
thrown the awlul sanctions 01 Mount Slnal; and
Jesus, the Divine Teacuer, who spake as never man
spako, re-established it In Its purity, ana threw
around it tho solemn sanctions or Divine legislation.Then, subordinate to, but In harmony witu It,
comes Human law. In every civilized country on
tlic face of tbe globe marriage is not only recognized,
but is protected by law. Kext comes the amulty of
the sexes, God Uaa ordaluod In the very constitutionor humanity tliat man and woman shall
naturally aud mutually love and desire
each oi Her. The desire Is natural, mutual,
reciprocal) and these very a,Unities aro
expressive or a law unwritten, but as true as
tbe law of gravitation, and as binding a3 the law
given on Mount Sinai. There are lew 11'any exceptionsto that law. Lastly comes the providential
numerical equality of tho sexes. As if the Great
Creator would protect this hallowed institution
which Ho founded In Eden, lie has
ordered that there shall be an equal
proportion of males and females In all countries.
It Is a great mystery to us how tills proportion of
males and females is maintained. Physiologists
have never been enabled to discover the law by
which this equality has been preserved. Some referit to one thing and some to another. I care not
what hypothesis any one may bave, it is a great fact
which stands out tu bold relief, and has never been
successfully contradicted and disproved. As no law
has yet been discovered by which the effect is produced,we ascribe it tu the immediate operations of
Ood and consider It one of Ilia reserved rights.
Such is a clear, unvarnished statement and expositionof tbe first marriage as instituted by God in

Eden, embracing therein ibe design, the nature, tho
obligations, tbe essential elements, tbe rights and
the muniments of marriage. And of such wcdloek,
and of such only, can it be eaid of the persons
therein united, "What, therefore, God hatb joined
together let no man put asunder." And this is tue
only law of marriage given la tbe Bible."
But against this view of marriage the Mormons

bring two objections:.First, if monogamy, or the
union of one man and one woman In wodlock, is to
be inferred from the creation oi Adam and Eve,
therefore it is fair to Infer that all subsequent husbandsare to be created out or the dust of the earth
because Adam was so crouted, and all subsequent
wives are to be formed oat of a rib because Eve was
o formed; that because they were at litst naked and
afterwards clothed with skins, therefore we are
cither to go naked or be clothed with skins; that
because they were put into a garden and driven out
of a garden, therefore we must be treated in the
damn wav. Iltir nn.-twer to Hum la Mint.
these faUs are the accidents ot ttie creation and the
fall, ana are neither the accidents nor the essentials
of tho first marriage; and It la assumed
that monogamy can no more be Inferred
from the creation of Adam and Eve than
the monogamy of brutes can be Inferred
from the fact that Uod cieated "anlmils
in pairs." Buc animals are not social beings. That
whi£h Is essential to marriage cauuot be predicated
or them. I have no objection to an animal rising
up to rue, but l have a serious objection to my going
down to an animal. The males of the brutos neglecttheir young; ihereiore.now mark the logic.therefore shall fathers follow their example and
neglect iheir children ? The bull docs not Btlck to
ono cow.mark the logl».therefore a man should
not stick to ono woman. Tnoreforo, I say.mark
the logic.tho bulls are all polvgamists. (Laughter
and applause.) 8uch is the iogical conclusion irorn
tue creation of animals Ln pairs. The other objectionIs that the expression "And they shall bo ono
fle^h," does not imply monogamy, for it Is generallytrue of the union a man may have with sevoralwomen. Mr answer to tins objection la that
wherever this 'expression ,ocours lu tJie lTfl>le It
always means wedlock and the union of buc
one man and one woman in such wculock. As a

preliminary, one fact should be stated.namely,
that In rlie'Vulgate Lailn, lu the Soptuagmt, in tao
Syriac, in the Arabic and in the Samaritan tho word
"two' is used. No let us take tiie scripture oas-

;

K HKKALD, THURSDAY,
sa^es In which these celebrated words occur. Hen
tM!n, it., «4.-,-An<i they shall bo one Hesh." Matthew
xix., 6."Tho twain eltull Le out) flesh." Murk, x.
8."And they twain shall be one flesh." Ephoaians
v., 31."And they two shall bo one ilesh." 1. Oonu
thlans, vi., Ib."For two, satth Ho, shall be on
flesh." a reference to each or these texts will-ens
tutu the assertion that, in each instance tho exprcs
bioh Is excessive of wedlock. No umount ol Hkll
or dexterity of "play o» words" will bis sulllcient to
destroy the force of the word "twalu," or "two," ai
usod by the lioly Uhost. To say that after marrlagitho two persons are two persons is like saying tha
twice ouo make two. It ia not said they two shai
be "on# person," bat "oue flesh".exclusively ex
Uiosslvo ol the common fortunes Incident to wed
look and the aot of copulation in the procreation o
children.
But it la objeoted.now mark yon.that If "one

flesh" i? exclusively expressive of wedlock then 8t,
I'aul affirms that sexual commerce with a harlot It
marriage. For argument I accept the conclusion,
and atlirm that the apostle so states. Tho passase in
question is In I. Corlnthlaua, vl., 18,17."What
know he riot that he whloh la Joined to a harlot le
one body; for two. saith lie, shau be one flesh. Uul
he that m Joined to tho Lord la one spirit." Now
what are the lactsr The apostle la here showing the
true relation of the believer to Christ. And this retfltlAnlit UliHtrRtAd iitidnr Mia ficrnro nf mnprlacrA
The design of this figure Is to show that the bellevei
becomes one with Christ, or, as Is expressed la the
context, "a member of Christ's body." Now, the objectof Paul Is to demonstrate to the Corinthian
Christians that idolaters, lorulcaters ami adulterer.cannotbe members of Christ's body; and In prool
of this the apostle asserts "The body Is not lot
fornloatlon, but ror the Lord, and the Lord foi
the body." "Kuiiw ye not," ho asked,
"that yonr bodies are the members of Christ y" And
to enforce this idea if possible still more strongly he
changes the form or expression and says "ile that
Is Joined unto the Lord is one spirit." And now, to
dissuade the Corinthian believers from association
with fornicators, adulterers and Idolaters, he remindsthem that by such associations they become
one with them, and tills dissuasion is enforced by
the consideration that a mau who marries a luirlot
becomes Identical with her, or, as the apostle says,
one flesh." And that the expression "one flesh" u

predicated or marriage is cl 'ar from the lact that
ttio term used to indicate the believer's spiritual relationto Christ, elsewhere culled marriage, is the
exact term used to express the relation to a harlot
o. a man who marries a harlot.

polygamy a violation of marriage.
Now we are prepared for our second proposition.

nauioly, that polygamy is a violation ot the institutionor marriage as originally established by thu
Almighty at the time or man's lnnoccncy, an l Kub3equontlydefined m Ills word in the following
particulars:.First. It violates the design of marriageby mouirying the natural measure of capacityfor companionship and procreation between
the parties. Tho natural measure oi capacity is
that which subsists between one pair only.one
male and one female. Tins is disturbed and disotdereOby polygamy. Mankind are not mere animals;they are likewise aoclai, rational, Immortal
beings. Marriage is not the mere gratification of
animal propensities. Men are not to treat women
ae bulls and rams aud he-goats treat the herd or
me flock. Tills is prostitution, aud polygamy is organisedwhoredom, baptized into the name ot religion.Polygamy violates a physiological law.
Vv here it prevails there is a preponderance of one
sex over Mie other. Some authorities say males,
other authorities say females, it matters not, the
luci is aduijiied; therefore, polygaaiy tends to the
deatruetion of the rare. Second. Polygamy
Is an institution of man, substituted for lawfulwedlock upon the pretext of Its being
a remedy for "the social evil." It la itself "the
social evil" uuuer another name. God never establishedIt. It i» the criminal device of a corrupt and
fallen nature, one of tho bitter irults of human apostacy,aud to be classad with slaveiy aud idolatry as
highly dishonoring toward Cod and deeply Injurlousto man. In Its vcr\r nature It
in a 01 citv vi uiaiitai ucuicmcui HLIU
conjugal concupiscence. In other words, li is a conditionof promiscuous bestiality on the part of the
man aud of shameiui degradation ou tne part of
the woman. Aud so It is essentially a violation of
the lawful Institution and natural state ol inatrlmony.In all polygamic countries divorce is frequent.Polygamy aud divorce go hand in hand;
itic.y are twin daughter of tne evil one. Third, it is
clearly violative of the obligations of marriage
when once assumed. It U treafcon to the marriage
bed. When a man and woman become by mamage
"one flesh" they have cach a right to claim the other
in the inarrlago bed to the exclusion of any third
party. A man found In the bed of any second
woman during the lifetime of his only lawful wedded
wwo Is an adulterer or fornicator. Mo pretence of
marriage can do an excuse, for marriage in Its
rightful sense Is Impossible under such circumstances.Fourth. It is equally violative of the essentialsof marriage. It is divisive oi the Intuition and
choice necessary; It destroys the Integrity of mutual
afl'ectiou necessary and disregards the exclusive requirementof one man for one woman, ana vice
versa. It is a breach tf the marriage covenant; It
is a mockery of the form and wanting wholly in the
substance and spirit or the Divine sanction. It is
entirely of human devlsement and a palpable usurpation.seeking to make lawful mat which God has
pot established, and which Is in dircet opposition
to that which He has established, thus encroachingon the Divine prerogative and impairing the
welfare of human Bociety. in feoing beyond thS
natural and proper limitation ol one man for one
woman it impairs the powers of cohabitation' arf.'sexualcommerce, confuses the mutual aud respectiveduties and relations of husband and wife, aud
defeats the highest ideal of matrimony and the
lautily In the education of children and In the encounterof life's vicissitudes. Fifth. It violates the
rights of mamage by unduly lucreasiug the right
of uuttiority in the husband, and in the same proportionImpairing or denying the rights ol protectionlu the wife, tiixth. it casts down all the munimentsof marriage. For innocence, it gives dotllenient;for honor, it gives degradation. It rob3 tho
marriage state of all protection of law, human and
divine; or, rather, by corrupting and destroying tho
marriage slate, leaves such parties as may be guilty
ot it not only without the protection but exposed to
the penalty of every > Just law, botn oi uod and man,
with respect to It. It is a denial of the Inspired doctrluoor marriage, an abuse of the aillnity of the
se:;es, and an outrage on their approximate numenalequality. It Is, therefore, In every flolnt of
view, evu aud only evil, and that continually. Thus
we unhesitatingly declare that the institution of polygamyis violative of the institution of marriage us
established by the Almighty In the times of man's
lnnoccncy, and banded down to us by the prophets,
by Jesus Christ, and by the holy apostles,
N'aw wa iirfl TironATAtl for nnr third Tirrmnaltinn

wmch id that
POLYlMMY 18 ADULTERY.

What is adultery ? As adulter/ is distinguished In
Scripture from whoredom and fornication, it Is
proper to ascertain the exact meanlngol these words
as used by tne sacred writers. The word translated
wlioredom is from the Hebrew root zariak and Hie
Greek posnela. and means pollution, defilement,
lesvness, prostitution, and in common parlance
whoredom 1s the prostitution of the person for
gain. The word translated fornication Is from the
same Hebrew root zanafc, und In general slgmlioscriminal sexual intercourse without tne
formalities of marriage. In Scripture it Is
taken for.first, the sin or Impurity commutedbenraa unmarried persons. L Corinthians,
vii., 2. "Nevertheless, to avoid fornication, let every
man iiavo his own wire, and let every wouiau have
her own husband." Exodus, xxll., 18. "If a man
cniiec a maid that Is npt betrothed, and lie with her,
he shall surely endow her to be his wife." SecondItis taken for the bin of adultery when one or both
of the persons are married. Matthew, v., 32. "But
I say uutoyou, that whosoever shall put away his
wile saving for the cause of lornlcation, causeth her
to commit adultery: and whosoever shall marry her
that U divorced committeth adultery." Third.
'ine sin of incest. 1. Corinthians, v., l. "It is commonlyreported that there is fornication among you,
and such fornication as Is not so much as named
among the Gentiles that one should have his father's
wife." "Adultery" is a translation of the Hebrew
word naaph and the Greek motcheia, and is tho
criminal intercourse of a married woman with
any other man than her husband, or of a married
mau with any other woman than his wife. This U
indicated by the philological significance of the term
adulterate, which Is compounded of two words ad, to,
and alter, another.meaning to another; as the mixtureof pure and impure liquors, or of an alloy with
pure metal. Lev., xx., 10. "And the man that committethadultery with another man's wire, even he
that committetn adultery with his neighbor's wife,
the adulterer and the adulteress shall surely be put
to death." Prov., vl. 3i "nut whoso commliteth
adultery with a woman, lacketh understanding; he
that doeth It deatroyeth his own soul." Adulterer
is from the Hebrew naaph, and from the Greek
molvhos, which mean as above. The material questionto be settled is, "Is the Hebrew word naaph,
and the Greek word inolchos or motcheia confined in
significance to criminal sexual Intercourse between
a man married or unmarried with a married
woman?" This Is the theory of the Mormon
polygumlsts, but 1 join issue with them
and assert that tho Scriptures teach that adultery
i* committed by a married man who has sexual
intercourse with a woman other than his wife,
whether the said woman Is married or unmarried.
It is conceded that he Is an adulterer who has carnalconnection with a woman married or betrothed.
Thus far we agree. Now can U be proved that the
Kin of adultery is committed by a married man
having carnal connection with a woman who la
neither married nor betrothed P This is the point.
To prove this point are offered the following arguments:.First,the Hebrew word nmph, translated
in the seventh commandment adultery, does include
nil criminal sexual Intercourse. It Is a generic term,
ATni the whole includes the Darts. It is like thn word
"kill," In the sixth commandment, which includes
all those passions and emotions of the human soul
which lead to murder, Bnch as Jealousy, envy, malice,
hatred, revenge. 80 this word naaph Includes
whoredom, iornicatlon, adultery, and even salaclal
lust. Matt., v, 27-20. Second, the terms adultery
and fornioatlon are used Interchangeably by our
Lord, and mean the same thing. A married
woman's copulating with a man other than
lier husband U admitted to be adultery, but Christ
calls the act fornication. Matthew, v., 32; Romans,
vil., 23; I. Corinthians, vlL, 1-4. Third, the carnal
conncctton of a man with an unmarried woman is
positively declared adultery. In Job, xxlv., 15-21,
it Is expressly satd that me adulterer commits his
"fcrlme with the barren and the widow. "The eye
also of the adulterer waitcth for the tw!U«ht, saying.no eye shall see me; and dlsgulseth his face. In
ti>» dark they dig through houses which they had
marked for themselves In too day time; they know
not the ll^ht, for the morning Is to them even as the
shadow or death; If one knew them they are In the
terrors of the shadow of death. He is swift as the
waters; their portion Is cursed In the earth; he beholdetlinot the way of the vineyards. Drought and
heat consume the snow waters, go doth the grave
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tho«o which had sinned. Tl>o womb shall forget

, li! hi, the worms ahull leed sweetly on hi in: lio shal> bo
no more remembered,and wickodne.a ahull be broken
uh a tree, lie ovll enreateth the barren that
beareth nut, and doth not good to the widow."
Almauafi, widow. And in Isaiah, lvlf., S, It Is taunht
the adulterer commits his sin With the whore Jizueh.
"Hut draw near ntther yo sons of the Rorcer. ta, the
noeil nf the adulterer and the whore." Therefore I
conclude that from the sevenia commandment, (roin
the common meaning of adnltery and fornication as
given by Christ, aud from Job and Isaiah, that tho
married man who copulates with au unmarried
woman la au nduiteror. For 11 tho married inau who
cohamts with a single womau la only a fornicator,ana a alugle man who oohablts with a marriedwoman is au adultorer, then this Is a distinction
without a dld'orouca, and it la without sanction
oither In reason or Scripture.

iiut it may bo aski d, ''If this Is so, why then does
i tho Mosaic law mention the married woman and;not

the unmarried woman f We deuy that suob a dtsitiactlou U uiftito. Wo do admit, however, that
special penalties were denounced against

i such a connection with a married woman,
i but for special reasons. What are those reasons?

The design was to presorve the genealogy, parentiago and birth or Christ from Interruption and conlustonwhich was in imminent danger when Intercoursowith a married woman was had by a man
other than her husbaud, but no such danger could
arise rrom the Intercourse of a married man with an
uumarrled woman. The lattor act was a sin against
the Divine la*; the former aot was a sin agaluBt the
Dlviuo law and a civil temorary law. This tempo-

r rary civn law was 10 provent tne contingency or pollutingal descent, of turning aside an Inheritance
and of Imposing upon a man a child which did not
belong to him. This form ol adultery was considored
a great soolal wrong against which society protected
Itself by severer penalties than lroiu an unchase act
not invoking the same contingencies. But now the
object ol those special civil laws having ceased,
Christ having corno, they are no loneer of binding
force, and now botn the man and the woman utility
of adultery are amenable to the Divine law, anu both
are equally condemned by Christ.

Bui It a married man's copulating with an unmarriedwoman is adultery then all the patriarchs wore
adulterers, because they were polygamlsts.not all
of them, for all of thorn were ao: liolygamis^s, and
those who were and were thus guilty repented aud
forsuclc their t-.lu years before their death. Abraham
dismissed llatar. Jacob had children of only one
wife.Bachcl.alter his conversion. Jacob Uvod 147
years, all told.elghty-flve or which -ho lived before
lie became a polygainist; twenty-two of which he
lived lu polygamy; forty of which he lived alter he
abandoned polygamy; so that out of the 147 years of
his life there were 1*5 years during which he was
not a polvgamlst. David put away all his wives eight
years before his dentu. These men were not exposed
to temporal death because they took uumarrled
women, and all but Solomon abandoned polygamy,
and, lu the opinion of Adam Clark, he was probably
lost. It is true Utdcon Is montioned by St. Paul In
Hebrew, xl., ai among those who died in the faith;
but the case or Gideon proves loo much, as ho was an
ldolator. If the Scriptures are silent as to his havingabandoned polygamy so they are silent as to
ills having abandoned laolatry. Therefore the case
of ddcon proves nothing Tor the cau*e of the poly'gamists.The inevitable conclusion from all these
philological, historical and legal facts is that polygamyIs adultery.

TUB SCBIPTUKES DO NOT APPROVE POLYGAMY.
Now we pais to our fourth argument or proposition.namely,that there is no passage of Scripture

c >rieelly interpreted whl.h sauious polygamy.What are the passages which are usually quoted f
"And If a man shall sell his daughter to be a maid
servantshe shall not go out as the man servants do.
If she please not her masrer, who hath betrothed
iter to nlmself, then shall ne let her be redeemed;
to sell her unto u strange nation he shall have
no power, seeing that he hath dealt deceitfully
with her. And if he havo betrothed her unto his
son lie shall deal with her after the manner of
daughters. And if he take htm another wire her
food, her raiment aud her duty of marriage shall ho
not diminish. And it he do not these threj unto
uer iiieu saan sue go oui iree wuuout money." xne
significant points in this passage are that a Jewish
lutlier la destitute circumstances was permitted to
apprentice ins daughter for a given term of years
and for a pecuniary consideration; but around thcso
privileges extended to tlie father were certain legal
guards:.Tliut be could not apprentice his daughter
beyond a term of six years; that she should be free
at the expiration of that term, or sooner if her master
died, or If the year of Jubilee had oome. The man
to whom she was apprenticed was to marry her or
Ills sou was to take her to wile. Those are the facts.
What is the use uiado of thu passage by the polygamists?The emphatic word, In their estimation,
Is "if ho take him another wife." But the term
"wife" is neither In the Hebrew nor In the areek.
The expression Is simp!; this, "If lie take another,"
or "if he betroth another;" for not a word Is here
said about marriage. "Botrothal" with tho Jews
means what "engagemout" does with us. A marriagehas not been consummated. The young man Is
engaged to the young lady and the young lady to the
young mau; but before tho consummation, 11 the
young man changes his mind and prefers "another".notanother "wife," but another "betrothed,".then shall he do ccrtain things,namely he shall
secure to the girl he has thus wrouged her food, her
raiment and her dwelling. That is God's opinion of
the meanness of a mau who wlil break his marriage
vows.

Again, It is supposed that Exodui xxll., 10, 17.
"And it a man emice a maid that Is not betrothed
and lie with her ho shall surely endow her to be Ills
wife. If her lather utterly refine to give her unto
him he shall pay money according to the dowry of
virgins." And Deuteronomy xxll., 23, 29."If a man
Una a dams:l that Is a virgin which is not betrothed
and lay hold on her and lie with her, and they be
lound, then the man that lay with her shall give
uuto the damsel's father fifty shekels of stiver and
she shall be his wife; because he hath humbled hei
he may not put her away ail his days." It Is supposedthat these passages support polygamy by supposingthat tho seducer was a married man. But
the supposition Is not welt founded. These laws are
either subordinate to the first law of marriage or
they are not. That they do not supersede
that law is evident from the fact that both
Christ and St. Paul appeal to that law as
still binding opon mankind. If, then, they
are subordinate then they are temporary enactments,
and hence no longer in force. It Is a sound maxim
In jurisprudence that special laws should be interpretedby general laws. Laws must harmonize one
with another. So it could be proved that these
two laws included married men, but being inconsistentwith the orlglual marriage they have passed
away with the other temporary laws of the Jew.-).
But the practice of the modern Jews Is to the point
as illustrative ol the true intent of these enactments.
Tiio Jews of our day oblige a single man, If he violatesa virgin, to marry her; bnt if a married man,
to maintain her. These laws, therefore, refer to
single men in their obligation to marry and to marriedmen in their obligations to pay the forfeiture in
money. It la a tremendous fact that the father of
the debauched dams.-l could refuse to give his
daughter In marriage to her seducer. If, therefore,
sexual intercourse between a married man and an
unmarried woman Is marriage, the father had the
legal right to unuul God's law of marriage. Po-
lygauiy H or is not commanded by Moses. IX it 13,
then tlxe modern Jew (an above) disobeys Moses. If
it Is not, then polygamy is not bindiogon Jew or
Gentile.
The polygamies also quote Deuteronomy xxv.,

6-10."If brethren dwell together, and one of them
die, and have no child, the wife 01 the dead shall not
m-.irry without unto a stranger; her husband's
brother shall go in unto her, and take her to him to
wife and perform the duty or a husband's brother
unto her. And it shall be that the first bom which
site beareth shall succeed in the name of his brother
which Is dead, that his name shall not be pnt out of
Israel. And ir the man like not to take his brother's
wire then lot his brother's wife go up to the gate
unto the ciders and say, 'My husband's brother rofusethto raise up unto his brother a name in Israel, he
will not perform the duty or my husband's brother.'
Then the eldeis or hla city shall call him and speak
uuto him, and if he staod to it, ana say '1 like not
to take her,' then shall his brother's wire come
unto him in the presence of the elders and loose his
shoe from off hla foot and spit In hia face, and shall
answer and say, '^o shall it be done unto that man
that will not build up his brotner's house.' And his
name shall be called la Israel the house of him that
bath his shoe loosed."
This is regarded as a strong proof-text by the polygamlsts.The object of this law is to secure the

rights of primogeniture; in other words, to perpetuateancestral names and ancestral inheritances.
Now, we affirm that this law was not bindiug upon
a married mau, and there is no instance In the Bible
where such a marriage was performed by a married
man. For Instance, take the case 01' 'l'amar. The
sons or Judah were not married because or their
youth; they wero too young to have been married.
So also take the case of Kuth. Ruth, you know,
lost her husband, and she claimed Boaz, being a
kinsman of her dead husband, to be her husband.
He consents upon one condition.namely, that a
still nearer kinsman declines to marry her. Boaz
was a little shrewd, and simply asked if he would
redeem the inheritance of Matilon, Ruth's former
hu9baud. He proposes to do It, and he goes to
the nearer kinsman and says, "But you must
also take Ruth, the widow, to be your wile." The
kinsman replies, "I cannot redeem it lest I mar
mine own inheritance." The simple truth is that
one wire and one inheritance is sufficient for one
man. That thlB is the true interpretation is clear,
from the ract that Josephus says that tie, the kinsman,had a wife and cbllftren already, and he assignsthis as the reason why he aid not marry the
beautiful Ruth.
The next passage to which I will call your attentionIs in ueut. xxi., 15-17:."If a man have two

wires, one beloved and another hated, ana they have
borne him children, both the oeloved ana the hated;
and if the first-born son be hers that was hated;
then tt shall be when he maketh his sons to Inherit
that which he hath, that he may not make the son
of the beloved first-born bcrore the son of the liated,
which is indeed the first-born. But he shall acknowledgethe son of the hated for the first-born by
giving him a double portion of all that he hatn;
for lie is the beginning of his strength; the right
of the llrst-born is his." Now what does
this suppose."if a man nave two wives?" It is
asserted that this implies that ho has them simultaneously.I affirm tUat it does not imply this, bat
that he might have had them in succession, and
the law applies as logically and as truly. For Instance.a man is married, his wite dies, he marries
again; tho second wire he loves better than the
first.and I bolieve that is the general rule here,
more love for the last wife. (Laughter and applause.)
He nas children by both, and a shrewd woman havingchildren, being a step-mother and a natural
mother, would very naturally use her influence to
induce her husband to confer special property favors
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mo former wife. Now Moses says yoti shall not do
that. If a man has married two Vlvea and lias
children Lur botlL bo sltall uot out Mule tuo rl^UW of
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Inheritance which belong to the flrot'bonu Mow the
question n (and It comes to us la the form of an
objection) that the term la not "U he lion hid," but
"if he has." I affirm that In tbe original the future
tense Is Intended. For instance, in Lev. xtil., 29, it
la Haiti"if a man or womfen have a plague upon the
header board," the meaning of which is. if he or
BUe ".shall nave," for u^vorsu 2 lr is said "whou a
man Hhall have In tbe akin of his flesh a rising,»
that is at any future time, he ehail do as l* ordainou la
the law of leprosy. and that law linpiles the reourrenceof the disease, which Implies succession. But
suppose the meaning of this passage Is two wives at
the same time, this cannot be construed by any acceptedrules of Interpretation Into a bancuon of polygamy,for It Is as If Moses had said:."If, in view of
the prevalence of polygamy, a Jew shall so far lorget
and transgress God's law of monogamy as to take
two wives at the same time, therefore this shall not
work the abrogation of the law of primogeniture, the
first born son snail not thereby be cboated out of his
rltfhto." In Hy wii i ir. la uuirl "Tf a man Hhall
steal an ox, or a sheep, and kill it or sell It, lie shall
restore fire oxeu lor an ox, and four sheep for a
sheep." But uoman m his senses will olalm iHU la
a permission auu a sanction for Bheep stealing.
But the famous passage adduoed fn lavor of polygamyis Isaiah ill, lifi, aa, ana 1t. 1:."Thy men

shall fall by the sword, and thy mighty In the war.
And her gates Mall lament and mourn, and she
being desolate shall sit upon the ground." "And In
that day Beveri women shall take hold of one man,
saving, We will eat our own bread, and wear our
own apparel; only let as be called by thy name to
take away our reproach." Now whatare the faots 7
This passage Is quoted time and time again by the
Mormons, as descriptive of the miltenlal.that grand
"good time coming".when a man can have all the
women be wants, because a great many men have
been slaughtered. When I was going to Mount
Blnal I asked my Arab cook to give me a description
of his paradise, lie told me of lis golden streets. Its
livers of milk and honey und wine, and closed by
saying. "Ah, Effendi, I shall have 76,ooo wives when
1 get there." (Laughter.) But what are the facts? The
prophet here describes the slaughter ol God's enemies,those apostate Jews, who liad so far forgotten
God as to go afier other gods: and God slew them;
so It Indicates the utter slaughter of those Idolaters.
He Indicates tnat so great would be the slaughter
that there would be seven women to every man.
Do you think that this mere statement, that "seven
women shall lay hold of one man," is u sauctlon ol
polygamy? If you do, then 1 point you to Islalah
xlu., 10:."Their children also shall be dashed to
pieces before their eyes, their houses shall be spoiled
and their wives ravished." Now take these two
prophecies. One Is a prediction of the overthrow of
Ooa's enemies; the other is a prediction of the overthrowof Babylon. God. AlflilgOty, in His infinite
love, oan never sanction the dashing to pieces of
children aud the ravishing of wives; but, looknur
Into the futur<\ the prophet predicts that, in the
overthrow of Babylou, such shall be the fury of the
foe that the children shall bedashed to plecesand
the evil mentloued shall fall upon tne women. A
great slaughter Is to oome upon the men, and the
nnmberof men Is to be diminished, and, consequently,tho relative uuinber of women Is to bo increased.But, now. mark the cause of this tremendous
overthrow of God's foes. Then comes the establishmentof the kingdom of the Lord Jesus Christ in
the world. And wherever Christianity has gono
thero monogamy has prevailed. It has smitten the
Idol. D'tlogamy, upon the teet, and the idol has toppleato the fall; and to-day, where Christianity is
preached and practised in its purity, there marriageIn monogamy Is regarded as tho most blessod, most
felicitous form of marriage under the heavens. So
much for thts passage. It may be known to you that
the division ot the Bible into chapters and verses is
a human device. Frequently the man who thus
divided the Bible look the last verse ol the precedingchapter aud with that commenced the following
chapter. TMb la the case In the present instance, as
aillrmed by the best Biblical scholars. 1 submit
this statement to the best critic in the world,
whether he be minister, lawyer, priest or prophet.
Tills verse then belongs to the preceding chapter;
and then comes a new chapter and a new subjectnamely,the establishment of the kingdom of the
Lord Jesus Christ.
But with greater triumph the abettors of polygamyquote Levlt cus xviiL, 18:."Neither slialt thou

take a wife to her sister, to vex her, to uucover her
nakedness, besides the other in her lifetime." It is
an accepted canon of Interpretation that the scope
of the law must be considered in determiuiug the
sense of any portion of the law; and It Is equally
binding upon us to ascertain the mind of the legislatorfrom the preface of the law, when such preface
Is given. The first live verses of this chapter are
prefatory, aud in tho third verse It Is stated."After
tlie doings of the land of Egypt, wherein ye dwell,
ye shall not do; and after the doings of tho land or
Canaan, whither I bring you, snail ye not do;
neither shall ye walk In thoir ordinances." What
were their ordinances? Both the Egyptians and the
Canaanltes piactised incest, adultery, sodomy, Idolatryaud polygamy. From verse six to versfl seventeeninclusive the law of consanguinity Is laid
down and the blood relationships are defined,
within the limits of which persons are forbidden to
marry. But In verse eighteen the law against polygamyis given:.-'Neither sualt thou tako a wlf>. to
her sister;" or as tho marginal reading is, "Thou
shalt not take one wife to another." And thts renderingIs (Sustained by Cookson. liishop Jewel, L>r.
Edwards and Dr. Dwlght. Ac cording to Dr. Edv\ ards
the words which wo translate "a wife to her slst r"
are found In tne Hebrew but eight times. In euch passagethey refer to Inanimate objects, such as the wiugs
of the chemblm, teuons, mortices, &c., and signify
coupling together one to another. They deuot&the
exact likeness of one thing to another, nut hercnorbld,as the niacin expresses it, the taking of one
wife to another during her lifetime. And tne reason
assigned for this prohibition of a plurality or wives
is natural, logical and merciful.because It would
"vox ncr".prove me cause or lnnumeraoiejealousies
and contention. The history ofpolygamous marriages
Is the history of family bi oils and domestic calamities.
From Lamecb i« Jacob, from Jacob to David, from
David to Solomon, and In subsequent times, the violationof tbla divine law has been attended by
such evils. But It is said that if this passage does
not prohibit a man marrying two sisters at the same
time, then such a marriage is nowhere e'.se In the
Bible pronounced incestuous. To which I reply that
such a marriage is forbidden by consequence and
analogy. As for example:.Where It is prohibited
that the son shall not marry his mother (Leviticus
xvill., 7), it follows that the daughter shall not
marry her father. Yet it is not so especially stated.
It U forbidden in verse 14."Though Shalt not uncoverthe nakedness or thy father's brother." 80 I
infer a mother's brother, though it is not so stated.
Now in verse 15 it is said:."Thou shalt not uncover
the nakeduess of thy brother's wife." So i infer that
u man shall not uncover the nakedness of his wife's
sister.that is, il° two brothers shall not lake the
same woman then two women Bball not take the
same man. For between one man and two sisters
and one woman and two brothers is the same degreeof proximity, and therefore both are forbidden
by the law of God. Furthermore, if the marrluge or
a man and two sisters is here forbidden, which is in
disputable, then verse 18, according to Mormon interpretation,19 a mere repetition of the law.
More than this. If, for argument, we concode it
means two literal sisters, yet that prohibition
is not a permission for a man to take two wives
who are not sisters; for all sound Jurists will agree
that a prohibition is one thing and a oei mission Is
another. Nay more, the Mormons do or do not re-
ceive the law of Moses as olnding. That they do
not is clear lrom their own practice. For instance,
in Lev. xx., 14, it is said, "If a man take a wife and
her mother it is wickedness; they shall be burnt
with Are both he and thev." Yet Mr. John Hyde, Jr.,
in. his work called "Mormonlsm," page 56, states
that a Mr. E. Bolton married a woman and her
daughter, and a Captain Brown married a woman
and her two daughters. And there are other cases
in tie Territory of the same kind. More than this :
the Mormons say that Lev. xvltl., IS, prohibits
a man from marrying two sisters. Yet Mr. Hyde informsus that a Mr. Davis married three sisters,
that a Mr. Sharkey married the same number, and
that Mr. Brlgham Young advises that a man intendingto marry two sisters should marr/ them on the
same day, "for that will prevent quarrelling about
who is 11 rat or second." (Page 55.) I
Mow. do the Mormons obey or disobey the law of

Moses? Ifthey do not, as is clear from the above
cited facta, what confidence can we have In their
claim that because Moses sanctions their system of
polygamy therefore they practice it y More than
this. If it here means two literal sisters, and
whereas Jacob married two sisters, and whereas,
according to Mormon doctrine, uod worked a
miracle on Leah and Rachel that they might
taavo children, and whereas you say that Bald
miracle was an approval of polygamy, so a'so was
it an approval of Incest. If the Mormons say Ood
dM not express disapproval ol Jacob's liavlng two
wives, neither did tie express disapproval of his
marrying two sisters, therefore the Divine silence in
the one case is the cittet to the Divine silence In
the other case.
Now we come to the fifth proposition.namely,

that
THK SCRIPTURES POSITIVELY CONDEMN POLYGAMY.
Our first argument Is drawn from the first marriage."Therefore shall a man leave his father

ana his mother and shall cleave nnto his wife, and
they shall be one flesh." What are the objections to
this passage 1 First, it is asserted that ir we are to
Infer monogamy from the creation of one man and
one woman so are we to Infer that all subsequent
marriages are to bo between brothers and sisters,
because the Immediate children of Adam and Eve
married. This argument would have some force
were It not for one sublime fact.namely, that in
the first mnrnage was Qod'a law of marriage,and that law Is referred to by Malaclil
and by Christ and by the Apostle Paul; but nowhere
do you find an allusion obligatory that all subsequentmarriage^ are to be confined to brothers and
Bisters. More than this, it is asserted that If the tact
of the creation of one man and ono woman
proves monogamy, then the fact that the
Immediate sons ol Adam married their sisters
proves that marriage in ail subsequent generations
must not extend beyond brothers and sisters. Well,
I accept the objection for argument's sake. But If It
Is affirmed that,tho extension or the marriage relatlaubeyond brothers and sisters favors polygamy or
a plurality or wives so It favors polyandry, or a pluralityof husbands. I go In for equal rights, and 11 a
man can have many wives a woman can have manyhusbands.(laugfct%rj.and if the law of Qod Justifiesthe former It Justifies tho latter. (Applause.)
Historians refer to the practice of polyandry. It existsto-day in some portions of the earth. 1 say if
.polvgamy is right on the one hand then polyandry is
right on the otlier. But the polygaausts say that if
monoffamv Is trna. from the fart of the creation of
one man and one woman, it also sanctions incest,
because tbe immediate children ol Adam and Kve
married. What Is the auswer to this argument?Some aots aw wromr In themselves;
other acts are wrong in virtue of a violation of law.
Murder Is wronjf per se, while the act of Adam
eating the forotddon fruit derived Its sinfulness from
the Dtvlno prohibition. Murder derives Us criminal
diameter Irom the constitution qt thlana. aud tue

same Is true of suicide. In bo'h the end of mtm*4
creation Is defeate t, us Is also (tie in!"uiionof tUe
Divine Creator, lu alter yours It Ow nuo uucoasiiry
to express the constitution of things lu a positive
law, aid henoe the command "Tliou sh ut not kill."
Hut, on the contrary, the marriage of Adum's hous
aud daughters was noi only lu compliance with the
Divine command to multiply. biH wus in accordance
with the lutemiou of the Creator until otherwlso
ordered, it is an old Baying. "Where there is no
law there Is no trausgros.-Mou," "Sin Is the trans?resslonof the law." Law may be expressed la
ho order of uature, or In a positive enactment.
The marrlago of Adam's sous and daughters
was not sin In itself, and tlio crime of Incest
was uqk.nowu to tho world till 2,&oO years after the
creation when, for the flrst time, the law of consanguinitywas given by Moses. But why should thejrbring up this objection of incest.of brother aud sistermarrying t Are there uo sucli cases at the presenttime; no such oases in this our modern day r Is
there not sophistry In tue objection? Can we bare
faith in those who urge that objection r It is only
urged for the want of sound and logical argument.
Then this passage la repeated by MaiknhT ti is
16:."Vet ye Bay, wherefore* Because the iWd
bath been witness between thee aud the wire of thr
youth, ugalnst whom thou bast dealt treacherously;
Set Us she thy companion and the wife of thy ooveant.And did he not make one t Yet had lie the
residue of tho spirit. And wherefore one i That he
might seek a godly seed. Therefore take heed to
yoar spirit, and let none deal treacherously against
the wife of his youth."
Now, what la the Mormon Interpretation or thlsf

It Is here said, ''And did he not wake oner" Tuey
Interpret It "Aud did not one makef" that la, "Ilia
not one Ood make?" We say. "Did he not make
oner" that is, "one flesh." But the polygamists
say. "Did not one Cod make)1" Very well, we acceptu. "And wherefore onef" that Is, according
to the Mormon interpretation, "Why did not two or
three gods maker" You sec the absurdity, whlie
your good sense will not permit you to fasten on
either the original Hebrew or our translation, 'ihcu
Malaclil takes up the translation of Moses and Uanda
It down, the law of monogamy as indicated In
Eden. Moses opens the Old Testament with monogamy,and Maiachl closes It with theBame, and thus
the last accents of prophecy ascended to wiugle
with the songs ol angels. More than this. Jesus
Christ, in Matthew xix., 6, 6, quotes these
same words, "l<'or this cause shall a man
leave father aud mother and shall cleave unto his
wife, and they twain shall be ouo lleah. Wherefore
they are no more twain, but one ilosh, What thereforeOod liath joined together let no man put asuudor."First Moses, then Malaclil, then Jesus Christ
takes up the same subject.the declaration of monogamyas a law. Then wo pass on to the Apostle
Paul, Eph. v., 23-31:."So ought men to love their
wives as their own bodies. Ue that loveth his wile
loveth himself." "For this cause shall a man Icavo
Ills father and mother, a..d shall be Joined unio his
wife, and they two shall be one flesh."
Now, let Us sum up this argument. Ilere Moses

stands umld the thunders of Mount Sinai and announcesto us the law or monogamy in tho declarationof marriage In tho lnnoceucy of man;
then Maiachl, the last of the prophets, re-
peats it; then Jesus Clinst comes, and "lie
who spake an never man spake" reaffirms
what Moses and Malachl bad said; then
St. I'anl, the greatest of the Apostles, who was
catiffht up into the third heavens, reiterates what
had been declared by Moses and Malachl and Josiw
Christ.namely, that marriage is a union of ouo mau
and one woman, to the exclusion ol the third party.
Our next argument is drawn from Deuteronomyxvil.. 17, alluding to the king. 'Neither shall ho

multiply wives to himself, that hl.i heart turn not
away. " The Mormons say that tins Is answered by
the fact that it is also said in auoiuer place, "Ilo
shall not multiply horses to himself." Tiiey say,
"Can he not have two or more horses ?" The answor
to mis is that there is no law limiting the number of
horses, but there is a law limiting the number of
wives. The original law, comius down through all
the ages of the past, is one wire. Vnen they quoto
Leviticus xxi., 13, "And he shall fake a wile iu Her
virginity." 1 thine It is conceded on,all hand3 that
the Jewish high priest, that Ib the great hlgH
priest, who wore the Urirn and Thummim,
who entored the holy of holies, was to have but one
wire. Thai Is the law of Moses. Is this law kept
hero in Utah? And tills doctrine Is brought out
equally distinctly lu Timothy ill., 2."A blsuop.
then, must be blameless, the husband of one wl!o.'»
"Ah!" they say, "that refers to a bishop, and means
that he must have one wile any how, ^tnd as mauy
more wives he can get." Tnat is t heir interpretation
or the passage. Bui wc atlirm that the distinction u
not between the unmarried man und the married
man, but between a man wilh one wife and a man
with mauy wives; for if the distinction is between
an unmarried man and a married man-^-that is, If a
bishop must have oue wife, nolens vu.ens.then no
unmarried man can be an elder In tlie Church of
God; If a minister loses his wife he must ceas®
to be a minister until he gets another. but,
according to this argument, what shall we do
with Jonu the Baptist? lie was never married.
What shall we do Willi St. I'aul ? if he had boon
married he was a widower during most or his apostoliclife. What slia.ll we say or liistiop Asbury, that
old bachelor who used to scowl whenever a woman
came Into his presence? And what shall wo say of
John \Ve3'.ey, who remained unmarried mauy years f
And It had been better lor him ami the Chuich If ha
had never married. Now, we assert that it this
doctrine be tiue no man can be an elder iu the
Church of llod or an ctMcIent minister until he la
mai led. This is an absurlty; for "in heaven they
neither marry or are given lu marriage." But ills
said that if polygamy did not then prevail i'aul
could not have been guilty of the absurdity of writingthat letter cautioning the Church against having
u uiiuuj) wiiu mure \.min one wue. now, wnai are
tUo facts touching Hits? TUe lac in are simply
tlieso:.That while polygamy existed to a very limited
extent at that tme, yet 110 polygamlst was admitted
into the Christian Oliurch; and this iy proved by the
fact that in First Corinthians, vll., 2, It is said, "Let
every man have his own wife, and let every womaa
have her own husband." You see thai the first reterredto the bishop.to the ministry; but that Una
refers to the laity. Now, if every man have his owa
wile and every woman her own husband, then 1 as*
yon where does polygamy come in 1 It certainly
docs not come la here; for nothing can be more explicit,nothing can be more simple, terms cannot be
more emphatic than "Let every man have his owa
wife, and let every woman lia\ e her own husband."
It was because oi these assertions that Blackstone,
that great Jurist, asserted that "polygamy la condemnedby the law of the New Testament."
And In this connection it is proDer to state a palpablecontradiction in the assertions of the Mormon

polygumisis. liiey assert that monogamy came
from the Greeks and Romans; they also assort thai
polygamy whs universal at the time of Christ and
nls apostles. This last assertion is made to prove
that polygamists woro admitted to the early christianChurch. Now, If monogamy came from the
Greeks and Romans, then polygamy could not have
been universally prevalent; lor it Is admitted that at
that time the Romans held sway throughout tha
civilized world, und where they held sway their
laws prevailed.
Rut they say there were polygamists In that day.

Very well. Let mo tell you or a few. There was
Herod, sometimes called the Great, who had tea
wives, who murdered all the little children of Uethleliemlroiu two years old and under; who put
to death Ills second wife Marlamne; who
ordered the execution of his eldest son
Autipator, whom lie had by his first wife
Doris, and who executed his two sons Alexander
and Arlstobulos, the children of Manamue. Then
there was Uerod Antipas, who married his brother
I'hlllp's wives while Philip was still living, and who,
to please Salome the dancer, put John the Baptist to
death. And then there was Josephus, who was suspectedas a traitor both by Jews aud Romans. Such,
my Irlenus, were the polygaunsts of those days.
Now. we deduce an argument from the equalizationor the sexes, or, in other words, the equal proportionof males and females. We assert that tlw

great doctrine taught by Paul, "Let every man have
his own wife and let every woman have her owa
husband," Is lounde 1 upon an equally great physical
law. Take, for Instance, the census of the Halted
States for ltstso. Tne figures are as lollows:.

IExcms of
Male*. Females. Mains.

16,030,630 15,8.>3,1U6 7i.0,:I00
Colored population 1,9SS,U00 J,»;i,00U 11,000
Indian population | ID.uUU 17,^00 1,700

Great Brit tin has an excess of 700,000 females;
but add the excess of eltner sex representing taa
two great branches of the Anglo-Saxon race.take
our excess of males and England's excels of leinales.andthen you fortify the fact already stated.
viz., an equal proportion of males and females. Now
take the live great nations of Europe.France, Austria,Spain, Italy and Prussia. In these Ave great
nations there is a total population of 133,000,000, and
In these 1M,000,000 tnere is an excess of only l,074,000
females.one wife for each man and the 138th part of
another wife for the same man. That is not enough
to go around. Iiut now add the standing armies of
those countries, on what is known as a peaoe looting,
and you gei, 1,135,670 more men, giving In those mitionaan excess of 61,575 males. Butltlssaid "That 13
not the point." Doubtless It Is not for the other side,
but It Ls for ours. But they say we must consider the
relative proportion of the sexes at a taarriag aMa
age. What is a marriageable ago? Whv they flx it
at from illteen to twenty. That is not the rnarrlaiteablcage of American ladles. It may apply to
tho Hottentots or Egyptians, bat, as a ml©, Americanladles do not marry between those ages. The
marriageable age of American, ladles can be fixed
at between fifteen and thirty, or, more properly,
between eighteen and thirty. Now it is assertod
thai there Is an excess of fifty thousand females

- -xvr. r,* <ii»Ann Anrt #wnnlvln tho llnlfcwfe
ucinseu me ugvu ui uinii;mu»»>no.j

Slates,and those who make that assertion enume*
rule Vermont, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania and
New York. If they enumerate those lew States a*
having an excess 01 females, I am prepared to ename*
rate Alabama, Arkansas, California, Delaware, Florida,Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky,Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Missouri, Oregon, Tennessee, Wisconsin, Texas, Nebraskaand Nevada, and the Territories of New
Mexico, Colorado, Dacotah ana Washington, in all of
which there la an excess of marriageable males.
But I am prepared to assort that between
the ages of fifteen and thirty there aro 01,000 moro
males than fomales in tho United States. This being
the fact the argument cannot tungo upon what La
called a marriageable age. Rat we must take a
broader sweep and Include humanity, and consider
this great law touching the equalization of the sexes;
and tills will bo substantiated by the facts or tho
census of all civilized countries. Such, then, is tho
argument from the oonsus. Suppose there are in
the United states 60,000 more marriageable female*
than males ami a population of 40,000,000, that were
a mere bagatelle, not enough to go around once.
Were wo all Mormon elders some poor fellows would
be doomed by the scanty provision of nature to on«
wife. Suppose there are in tho United Staloi
10,090,000 or marriageable men and 10,000,000 o
marlWsJAbie women, and a anrploA of &o,uQ0 <j


